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The Dead Hand in Foreign Policy 
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cidence *\ve have been 
forced recently to begin dis- 
cussion of two of our princi- 
pal foreign 
policies — 
one, the iso- 
lation of Chi- 
na and the 
other the 
function of 
NATO in 
Europe. It is 
a c o i n c i- 
dence that 
General de 
Gaulle has 
raised the European ques- 
tion just when Senator Ful- 
bright was raising the China 
I question. But it is not a 
: mere accident that the two 

• central policies should be 
: showing all the signs of a 
, breakdown at approximately 

the same time, 
i For the two policies were 
fashioned at about the same 
time. The China policy was 
adopted when Mao Tse-tung 
drove Chiang Kai-shek out 
of mainland China in 1949. 
The European policy was 
adopted in 1948 when the 
United States rallied West- 
ern Europe with the Mar- 
shall Plan and a year later 
with the military guarantees 
of the NATO Alliance. 
These two policies were the 
main American contribution 
to the problem of the disor- 
ders and .dangers of the 
j postwar era. 

I IT SHOULD NOT aston- 
IJisfti us today, some eighteen 
..[years later, that both poli- 
cies are up for revision. For 
jiboth policies are now out of 
$date. Both have been over- 

• taken by events. Both have 
^served their original pur- 
pose, and both will have to 
%e re-examined and revised 
j if this country is to have 
’a foreign policy which works 

in the world as it is today. 

For the world today is a 
very different world than it 
was in 1948. In Asia the 
Communist revolution has 
consolidated its grip on 
mainland China. Japan is 
well on the way to the re- 

covery of its position as a 
world power. Red China, in- 
stead of being a weak satel- 
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YET the extraordinary 


^ a . I * * * S i. in is in * ier . ce ‘thing is that instead of antic- 


conflict with the Soviet | paUng lnevltable revi . 

|sion of the postwar policies, 
J, \e Johnson Administration 


Union. 

In Europe there has been 
a spectacular recovery of 
the nations prostrated by 
occupation or defeat — this 
is true both of eastern and 
of western Europe. The 
American monopoly of nu- 
clear weapons, which was 
unchallenged when NATO 
was formed, has been brok- f people at home and abroad 


jhas merely defended the 
postwar policies. The result 
is that the Johnson Admin- 
istration has lost, indeed 
j has renounced, the initiative 
in foreign affairs, and is ag- 
i grieved because so many 


! n. The Soviet Union is a 
uclear great power and at 
he same time, a g e vejL.Jlr. 
Adenauer has now pointed 

utra ^tioirmrcmnids a 
»aramount interest in the 
(reservation of peace. 

IT WOULD BE surprising 
therefore if there were not 
a demand that the old post- 
war policies be re-examined 
and revised. It is a petty 
and shallow view to think 
that but for a few dissent- 
ing scholars and Senators 
our Asian policy today 
wobld be unchallenged, that 
but for General de Gaulle 
our European policy world 
stand intact. Those who talk 
and write in this vein 
Should ,try to realize that 
after every great war there 
comes a time — some twelve 
to twenty years later— when 
the .postwar settlement 
breaks down. 

The breakdown of the 
postwar settlement came 15 
years after the end of 
the First World War wihen 
Hitler came to power in 
1933. The Reconstruction 
era broke down after the 
Tilden-Hayes election, some 
13 years after the end 
of the War Between . the 
States. The European settle- 
ment after Waterloo broke 
^own by 1830. It always 
-'lappens. The postwar settle- 
ient breaks down because 
ibout 15 years after the 
tnd of a war a new gener- 
ation of men have grown up 
d taken power. 


f n are asking troublesome 
$ questions. In this posture 
the Administration finds it- 
self engaged not in tackling 
the problem of the postwar 
I era but, as General Marshall 
fused to say, in “fighting the 
{problem” rather then trying 
;o dead with it. 


;j( 


The President's Sched- 
ule and the Day's Activi- 
ties in Congress Appear 
today on Page B5. 


s THUS, instead of coming 
'orward with proposals to 
3ring the Western Alliance 
ip to date and to make it 
:onsistent with the realities 
- if today, the Administration 
omplains about General de 
laulle’s forcing the prob- 
I em into the open. Why 
lave we not made proposals 
>f our own for the moderni- 
sation of NATO? Why do 
r e sit back sullenly and de- 
land that General de 
raulle expound his propos- 
als? The reason we sit 
: back and do nothing but 
complain is that, unfortu- 
nately for the country, at a 
time when wise and re- 
sourceful diplomacy is most 
peeded, the State Depart- 
ment is looking only back- 
wards. 

The President will find 
^all too soon that his prob- 
lem is not how to get the 
^better of Senator Fulbright 
£r even of General de 
Gaulle but of how to master 
the realities, which they are 
talking about. The President 
can overcome the ar- 
guments with his domestic 
opposition. But the ar- 
gument will not stay won 
because the realities in Asia 
tnd Europe are not under 
' lis control. The realities 
rill not yield to his ar- | 
j uments and his briefings, 

r d will continue relentless- 
on their course. 
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